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ABSTRACT
This study aims to explain citizens’ engagement in co-production activities in
the domain of community safety. We use a multiple case study design by
looking at neighbourhood watch schemes in Belgium and the Netherlands.
We applied Q-methodology to map the opinions of citizens about their co-
productive eﬀorts, and to cluster these opinions into co-producers’ proﬁles.
Discussing diﬀerences and similarities in proﬁles enables a more generalised
understanding of the reasons why people co-produce. We conclude with
some policy-relevant points about incentivation when local governments
want to achieve an increase in citizen co-production.
KEYWORDS Co-production; local neighbourhood watch; community policing; motivations; Q-
methodology
Introduction
Numerous examples can be found of citizens being involved in the production
of public services, especially in the local community. Informal care, poverty
associations and neighbourhood watch are just a few examples. In all these,
citizens cooperate with regular producers in professional (semi-)public organi-
sations. This cooperation can take diﬀerent forms, from co-planning through
co-assessment to actual co-delivery of public services (Bovaird and Löﬄer 2012,
39). Notwithstanding these diﬀerences, the key feature is that both citizens and
professional agents contribute to the provision of public services, and that their
collaboration is aimed at enhancing the quality of the services produced. In the
literature, this is referred to as co-production of public services (Parks et al.
1981; Brandsen and Honingh 2015).
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Acknowledging the societal need to increase the potential beneﬁts of co-
production, one important research question concerns the motivations and
incentives of citizens to co-produce public services. Gaining more insight into
motivations of co-producers holds practical relevance since it can inform govern-
ments on incentivation strategies aimed at increasing citizen involvement. Yet,
despite this relevance, the current co-production literature has no clear-cut
answer as the issue only recently came to the fore. The ﬁrst, scarce studies
discussed the issue from a theoretical perspective (Alford 2002; Verschuere,
Brandsen, and Pestoﬀ 2012). Later studies started to collect empirical insights,
for example in the ﬁeld of health care (Van Eijk and Steen 2014). This article
focuses on safety co-produced through local neighbourhood watch schemes
and analyses what drives people to participate. Although being a classical
example of co-production, to date, the literature ismainly dominated by research
in the Anglo-Saxon (speciﬁcally US) context. More recently, however, the idea of
neighbourhoodwatch also set foot ashore several European countries; this in line
with a changing role of citizens in safety policies more generally (Veldheer et al.
2012, 189–194).
The contribution of this article is twofold: by investigating citizens’ moti-
vations for being involved in the co-production of safety in their commu-
nities in a speciﬁc European context (i.e., Germanic administrative tradition,
Painter & Peters 2010), and by applying a comparative design since the
studies that do exist are mostly carried out in one single case. More
speciﬁcally, we answer the following research question: Why do citizens co-
produce in the policy domain of safety, and what diﬀerences and similarities
exist between the Netherlands and Belgium? In the next section, we combine
theoretical insights on police–citizen collaboration with co-production lit-
erature. Next, we explain the use of Q-methodology to map opinions of
members of neighbourhood watches in the Netherlands and Belgium, and
to cluster these opinions into co-producers’ proﬁles. After presenting the
results, we outline the research’s contribution for theory as well as practice.
Literature review: co-producing safety in the local community
‘Living in a safe environment’ is a basic need. It is therefore not surprising
that citizens have engaged in safety issues for many decades, performing
diﬀerent tasks, and thereby collaborating with police organisations to dif-
ferent extents. Percy (1978) presented a list of activities in which citizens are
involved in the context of safety. New technologies provide even more
opportunities for citizen–police collaboration, for example via online discus-
sion groups (Brainard and McNutt 2010) and citizen networks (Meijer 2014).
Contrasting these activities with the above-mentioned deﬁnition of co-
production, some activities can more easily be perceived as co-production
(e.g., citizen mobile patrols, police–citizen councils) than others (e.g., locking
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properties when leaving, installing alarm tools). Within the example of
neighbourhood watch, the co-production element is prominent: citizens
are actively patrolling streets and share information with police oﬃcers
directly. However, before citizens’ motivations are considered from the
perspective of co-production, speciﬁcally, we ﬁrst focus on community
policing in more general terms.
Co-producing safety
The idea of volunteer policing is certainly not new. In the US context,
important studies can be found dating back to the 1970s. The work by
Ostrom and colleagues (e.g., Ostrom, Parks, and Whitaker 1978; Ostrom
1978), which is also considered as starting point of the co-production
literature, includes community–police collaboration. Early studies provide
insight with regard to why, and under which circumstances, citizens colla-
borate with police units. Sundeen and Siegel (1987, 43), for example, hint at
the role of socio–economic variables when concluding that ‘larger, lower
income, heterogeneous communities have been less able to draw upon
residents to participate in police auxiliary co-production arrangements.’
Sharp (1978) points at the importance of solidary incentives over material
ones and contrasts this with American governmental initiatives to stimulate
citizen participation based primarily on the provision of material incentives.
In the context of ‘collective, crime prevention eﬀort[s]’, however, ‘a sense of
caring about one’s neighbours, and a strong social network, which solidary
organisations help sustain, is most important’ (Sharp 1978, 55).
As such, ‘community feeling’ and ‘safety’ are seen as strongly connected.
Community feeling potentially results in more willingness to put eﬀorts in
safety increasing activities (cf. Sharp 1978; Van Eijk and Steen 2013), while
similarly, it can be argued that security potentially leads to a more healthy
community (cf. Lichterman 2000). Other authors ﬁnd a strong link between
‘community feeling’ and ‘safety’ as incentives to volunteer with the police as
well. Kelling and Wilson (1982) argue that volunteers in policing typically are
driven by a desire to improve the quality of life in their community, being
concerned about social disorder and fearing crime. Zhao et al. (2002) show
that police volunteers have more fear for crime and property victimisation
compared to non-volunteers. Social disorder and a will to take action are
found to drive volunteers (Guclu 2010). Scheider and Chapman (2009, 700)
refer to trust as crucial for building citizen–police partnerships:
Citizens who do not trust the police are less likely to report crime and to
participate in developing solutions to problems. They are also more likely
to place blame and sole responsibility for increases in crime on the
shoulders of police.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDIES 325
Yet, vice-versa, a fundamental aim of police–citizen partnerships is to
enhance public trust in the police (Scheider and Chapman 2009, 700;
Kappeler and Gaines 2015, 171).
The main focus of the above-mentioned studies, often starting from a
politicological or criminological perspective, has been on the US context.
However, more recently, also in several European countries, a more promi-
nent and explicit desire to actively engage citizens in safety issues is
observed. A Dutch governmental advisory body, for example, outlines how
citizens’ role in safety policies has changed throughout the last decades. To
an increasing degree, Dutch government expects citizens to take up respon-
sibilities. The emphasis on values/concepts like ‘good citizenship’, ‘citizen
courage’, ‘participation’, ‘responsibility’ and ‘self-management’ is growing
(Veldheer et al. 2012, 189–194). This development is in line with a more
general trend in which citizens are encouraged to take up own responsi-
bilities in collaboration with governmental actors.
Against this background, the number of neighbourhood watch schemes
outside the US is growing (cf. Van der Land 2014), as well as the number of
initiatives engaging citizens using ICT-tools to co-produce safety (cf. Meijer
2014). Coming back to the Netherlands, to an increasing extent, neighbour-
hood watch becomes the ‘responsibility’ of local governments (e.g., in terms
of speciﬁc policies and ﬁnancial support) (Veldheer et al. 2012, 193).
Incentives for co-production
Within the current co-production literature, citizens’/users’ incentives to co-
produce are one of the core themes (cf. Verschuere, Brandsen, and Pestoﬀ
2012). Yet, scholars are still searching answers on the question what moti-
vates co-producers. That this is still a puzzle might be the result of most
studies theorising on motivations instead of empirically investigating these,
thereby replicating existing arguments (cf. Meijer 2014). Empirical studies on
co-producers’ motivations are scarce and show that it is very hard to explain
who will and who will not take part in co-production activities (Bovaird et al.
2015). Because the empirical studies that do exist are mostly carried out in
other domains than safety (e.g., Fledderus and Honingh 2016; Van Eijk and
Trui 2014), the insights on what motivates citizens to co-produce safety
through neighbourhood watch schemes remain limited furthermore (Van
der Land 2014, 10–11).
Implementing a more grounded approach, this article aims to increase our
insights. However, before describing the methods we applied, it is useful to
present some recent (theoretical) contributions to the scholarly debate on
motivations for co-production. In their theoretical model, Van Eijk and Steen
(2016) develop a theoretical model to explain citizens’ engagement in co-
production processes. They identify three sets of factors that are expected to
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inﬂuence one’s willingness to engage in co-production: (1) citizens’ percep-
tions of the tasks they have to perform as a co-producer and the competen-
cies needed to contribute to the public service delivery process, (2) citizens’
individual characteristics, and (3) citizens’ self-interest and community focus.
According to this model, in order to decide to engage in co-production
processes, ﬁrst, the issue at hand needs to be of salience to the person
concerned. Also, it needs to be of relative ease to engage in the activity
concerned (Pestoﬀ 2012). The latter links with the extent to which citizens
feel personally competent to participate (internal eﬃcacy) as well as believe
that government, as regular producer of public services, provides room for
citizen involvement (external eﬃcacy) (cf. Craig, Niemi and Silver 1990).
Closely related to this is citizens’ trust in government, or the extent to
which one feels government to be responsive.
These perceptions are – at least to some extent – fed by individual
characteristics of citizens (Van Eijk and Steen 2016). Socio-economic variables
like income, education and professional position are expected to play a role.
In addition, social connectedness – the environment in which one lives and
the networks in which one engages – is expected to inﬂuence (opportunities
for) participation in co-production (Thijssen and Van Dooren 2016; Steen
2006).
Willingness to contribute to the well-being of other people and towards
society at large is an important element of the concepts of co-production
(Alford 2002), active citizenship (Hermes 2009) and volunteerism (Reed and
Selbee 2003). However, while doing good for others through co-production,
citizens also gain personal rewards, such as developing new competencies,
making social contacts and gaining a feeling of personal fulﬁlment (cf.
Alford 2002). Moreover, as users of public services, often citizen co-produ-
cers directly beneﬁt from an increased access to and quality of public
services (Verschuere, Brandsen, and Pestoﬀ 2012).
Although the theoretical model oﬀers useful insights into factors
expected to help explain citizen co-production, the model still provides little
input for developing hypotheses on what factors are of importance in
speciﬁc cultural settings or speciﬁc policy domains. Our research aims to
provide a more systematic and empirical basis for those considerations,
gathering insights that can add to the current literature. We do so by
comparing two similar cases in two countries. In the section below, we
elaborate our research design.
Methodology
In line with our central research aim to gather additional insight that can add
to the current literature, this study makes use of Q-methodology. After dis-
cussing the case selection, this research method is described in more detail.
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Case selection: neighbourhood watch schemes in the Netherlands and
Belgium
In this study, we aim to investigate motivations to engage in the co-
production of safety in the European context instead of the American
(because most literature today is focused on the US context). Since we
expect that the politico-administrative regime of for example the UK is
quite similar to that of the US, we selected countries from another poli-
tico-administrative regime, namely the ‘Germanic’ administrative tradition.
More speciﬁcally, we focus on the Netherlands and Belgium (Flanders),
which are both clustered in the Germanic group of countries (Painter and
Peters 2010), sharing a consensual political culture (Pollitt and Bouckaert
2011) and being labelled as so-called neo-corporatist countries (Esping-
Andersen 1990). By addressing the question what incentives citizens have
to participate in two countries that are comparable in terms of politico-
administrative regimes, we empirically isolate one policy domain in one
particular politico-administrative context with the aim to provide a step
forwards in theory building on incentives for co-production.
In both countries, local neighbourhood watch is performed as a speciﬁc
form of community policing. In Belgium, this is called BuurtInformatieNetwerken
(neighbourhood information networks), abbreviated to BIN; in the Netherlands,
it is called Buurtpreventieteams (neighbourhood prevention teams), abbre-
viated to BPT. Although the actual implementation diﬀers slightly (see
Figure 1), in general, it can be argued that within neighbourhood watch
schemes, citizens are expected to keep an eye on their neighbourhood.
Information is gathered through monitoring and signalling, often via citizen
patrols on the streets. If something suspicious happens, members of the
neighbourhood watch (i.e., the co-producers) contact the police. As a result,
municipalities, police and citizens collaborate in order to increase safety,
improve social control and stimulate prevention (cf. CCV 2010).
Research method
Studying neighbourhood watch schemes can help us to increase our insights
in what drives citizens to engage in co-production of local safety speciﬁcally.
As mentioned before, current co-production literature mainly focused on co-
producers’ motivations in other domains (e.g., Fledderus and Honingh 2016;
Van Eijk and Steen 2014). Moreover, after conducting a large-N study, Bovaird,
Van Ryzin, Loeﬄer and Parrado (2015, 18–19) conclude that citizens’ behaviour
and motivation to engage are so complex that ‘many individual and contex-
tual factors . . . are bound to go unmeasured in a social survey’, as such
exposing a need for further in-depth and contextualised research.
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In order to gather more in-depth insights in the dynamics behind citizens’
engagement, this study takes a more grounded approach. Using
Q-methodology, diﬀerent groups of co-producers can be identiﬁed, each
sharing a speciﬁc viewpoint or ‘discourse’ on the topic studied. These
diﬀerent groups are identiﬁed by asking respondents to rank statements
and then conducting factor analysis to identify groups of respondents who
rank statements in a similar way. Q-methodology is thus concerned with
seeking patterns across individuals rather than across variables (Dryzek and
Berejikian 1993; Van Exel and De Graaf 2005). The method has proven its
value in several studies, also within the ﬁeld of public administration, for
example, studying motivations associated with public service (Brewer,
Selden, and Facer 2000), managers’ viewpoints about democracy (Jeﬀares
and Skelcher 2011) or citizens’ perceptions of engagement in speciﬁc ser-
vices or partnerships (cf. Van Exel, De Graaf, and Brouwer 2007; Willis and
Jeﬀares 2012; Van Eijk and Steen 2014).
Figure 1. Characteristics of local neighbourhood watch schemes in Belgium and the
Netherlands.
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Data collection and analysis
When a Q-methodology study aims to compare across countries, a ‘bottom-
up approach’ is preferred (Dryzek and Holmes 2002: 21), implying that the
speciﬁc context needs to be taken into account to ensure that no country
speciﬁc factors are lost. This is achieved by using statements that are as
close as possible to respondents’ perceptions. Using one set of statements
across the countries would require statements at a more abstract level and
therefore implies an important loss of information. As an implication, two
Q-methodology studies were designed (cf. Brown, Durning, and Selden
2008: 725): one concerning Belgian (Flemish) BIN and one concerning
Dutch BPT. Initially, the existence of diﬀerent discourses per country was
investigated, followed by a comparison on the level of the results (i.e., the
set of discourses per country). That two diﬀerent sets of statements are still
comparable diﬀerentiates Q-methodology from survey research, where simi-
lar questionnaires are needed in order to make comparisons based on
statistics; within Q-methodology, comparisons are made at the level of
words or ‘discourses’ (Dryzek and Holmes 2002: 21).
For both Q-methodology studies, ﬁrst a broad set of statements (the
Q-set) about citizens’ perceptions to engage in co-production was devel-
oped. In order to integrate as many diverse possible viewpoints on the topic
at hand in our set of statements, we made use of diﬀerent sources to inform
us on the practice of co-produced community safety. The Dutch set of
statements (consisting of 193 statements in total) was developed with
information from focus group discussions with active citizens both partici-
pating in diﬀerent neighbourhood watch schemes and performing diﬀerent
tasks (i.e., ‘regular’ members patrolling on streets, a chairman and an orga-
niser of telephone circles). The collected statements were compared with
insights from academic literature. For the Belgian case, we initially made a
list of approximately 100 statements, using popular literature (magazine
articles on citizen engagement) and academic literature. As such, we
attempted at taking into account the principle of ‘universe of viewpoints’
(Brown 1980). Although the co-production literature speciﬁcally does not
provide a clear-cut framework on citizens’ motives, related streams of litera-
ture (e.g., on citizen participation and volunteering) provide some insights
that helped us to further increase the diversity of viewpoints. We believe
that this diversity of sources increases the chance that as much as possible
viewpoints are integrated in the set of statements, we eventually have
presented to the respondents.
After data collection in both countries was independently initiated, the
two studies were merged. From the two Q-sets, subsets of statements –
labelled the Q-sample – were derived to use for further research. To give
guidance in the selection process, both studies applied the ‘discourse
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analysis matrix’ presented in Figure 2. By doing so, we attempted at a
comparable set of statements between the two cases, still allowing for
some case speciﬁcity between the Belgian and Dutch cases. Inspired by
Dryzek and Berejikian (1993), we distinguished statements as to types of
argument (i.e., designative, evaluative, advocative), and discourse elements
concerned. These discourse elements refer to motivations and incentives to
join the neighbourhood watch team, concrete behaviour/acts of respon-
dents or others (including emotions triggering these acts) and tasks, respon-
sibilities and competences needed to perform these tasks. Based on this
discourse matrix, we developed a contextualised Q-sample including 36
statements for the Belgian (Flemish) case, and a contextualised Q-sample
including 45 statements for the Dutch case (see Figures 3 and 4).
Third, within both countries, a group of citizen co-producers (the P-set) was
presented with the corresponding Q-sample. Since a Q-methodology study does
not intend to be generalisable to the larger population, respondents do not need
to be representative for the population or randomly assigned (Van Exel and Gjalt
2005). In the Netherlands, co-producers were selected being active in smaller/
larger neighbourhood watch teams and smaller/larger cities. In Belgium, co-
producers were selected from two local communities in which ﬁve oﬃcially
recognised neighbourhood watch initiatives are active. In Q-methodology stu-
dies, a common number of respondents lies between 30 and 40 (cf. Brown 2002;
Dryzek and Berejikian 1993). Within the Belgian study, 30 respondents took part,
within the Netherlands 34. All respondents were individually asked to rank the
statements according to a suggested quasi-normal distribution on an 11-point
scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ (−5) to ‘strongly agree’ (+5). Their ﬁlled
paper forms are labelled Q-sorts. After the respondents sorted the statements,
they were invited to provide additional comments about their choices.
Next, the analysis was performed per country, using PQMethod.
Correlations were calculated among the Q-sorts to get a ﬁrst insight into
the similarities and dissimilarities in viewpoints between the respondents. A
Brown QCENT factor analysis with varimax rotation allowed to identify the
number of diﬀerent Q-sorts or factors (cf. Van Exel and Gjalt 2005). The
number of factors that can be identiﬁed statistically is often higher than is
Figure 2. Discourse analysis matrix.
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theoretically satisfying. That is, when too many factors are distinguished, the
diﬀerences between these factors are so small that they hardly can be
explained as distinct discourses. A next step, therefore, was to consider
the Eigenvalues and to eliminate these factors of which the Eigenvalue
was lower than 1. The additional comments provided by the respondents
and the so-called ﬂags presented by PQMethod were considered to deter-
mine the ﬁnal number of factors. Within the ‘ﬂagging procedure’, per factor,
the respondents are signed belonging to that particular factor. Since a factor
needs to have a substantial number of associated respondents in order to
be recognised as a distinctive factor, this procedure helps to eliminate
factors without suﬃcient explanatory capacity. In the ﬁnal step, the ideal-
Figure 3. Ideal factor scores: Belgium.
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model Q-sort for each factor was calculated, visualising how an ‘ideal’
respondent with a 100% score on that factor would have sorted all the
statements (Van Exel and Gjalt 2005; Brown 1993). The ideal-model Q-sorts
(see Figures 3 and 4) are an important basis to identify what statements are
Figure 4. Ideal factor scores: the Netherlands.
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characteristic for the diﬀerent viewpoints. For each factor, the weight given
to the separate statements is listed (ranging from −5 to +5). For example, in
Figure 3, the ﬁrst statement is weighted −4 by the ideal-type ‘protective
rationalist’, while an ideal-type ‘normative rationalist’ considers this as
almost neutral (weighted +1).
Results
In this section, the diﬀerent groups of co-producers identiﬁed in both Belgium
and the Netherlands are described, thereby referring to Figures 3 and 4,
respectively.
Neighbourhood watches in Belgium
The analysis of citizens’ engagement in Belgian neighbourhood safety net-
works results in three groups of co-producers: the task-bounded altruist, the
protective rationalist and the normative rationalist.
For the task-bounded altruist, the typical statements related to this proﬁle
stress diﬀerent elements. Statement 36 shows that the good relationship and
cooperation between police and citizens is very important for these co-produ-
cers. The ‘task’ – helping to produce safety – is important for these respondents,
as it is considered as their valuable contribution to society: optimising safety in
the neighbourhood, through social control (statement 3). In statements 20 (‘I
think people should join to improve the neighbourhood safety’), 27 (‘I simply
want to contribute to improving the safety ofmy neighbourhood’) and 34 (‘I am
a social person and I look to keep an eye for others’), the importance of the
societal value and the social aspect of co-production is further reﬂected:
volunteering because of societal-altruistic reasons, with a focus on improving
safety for the neighbourhood as a whole. This proﬁle becomes even more clear
when looking at negatively loaded statements. Personal interest per se is not
important to the task-bounded altruist. Also, respondents holding this proﬁle
have no (objective or subjective) feelings of unsafety in their neighbourhood
(statement 4). They tend to trust the good intentions of their fellow inhabitants
(statement 14).
The second group of co-producers are the protective rationalists, who
engage because co-production can increase one’s own personal safety, or
the safety of the neighbourhood they live in (protective). These respondents
calculate costs (their time and eﬀort) and rewards (safety), and only when
rewards outweigh costs, they will co-produce (rational). This one-dimen-
sional focus on improving safety in the own neighbourhood can stem
from recent experiences of unsafety (statements 4 and 11), which has led
to joining the neighbourhood safety initiative to prevent future calamities
(statement 18). Ceteris paribus, these persons will not join, and not feel guilty
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for not joining, when there are no personal experiences of unsafety (state-
ment 26 and 28). On top of that, respondents belonging to this proﬁle claim
that everyone has a reason to co-produce, especially people with enough
time (statement 1). In other words, everyone has an interest in a safer
neighbourhood.
Third, the normative rationalists want to engage in co-production from
the normative belief that it ‘should be like that’ (normative) and combine
this with the belief that eﬀorts of joining will also lead to a reward (ration-
alist). Previous own experiences with unsafety are not determining for
commitment (statement 4), in contrast to the protective rationalist, but
there is a fear for possible future crime (statement 11). Thus, the rationality
is in preventing future crime. And according to normative rationalists, this
prevention can best be achieved through co-production with the police
(which are highly trusted, statement 10). The rationality is further shown by
the belief of these respondents that their eﬀorts will have an impact (‘I know
that my commitment will not be in vain’, statement 19). The normative point
is shown by the high loading on the statement that their actions can make
other inhabitants to join the initiative (statement 22): co-production is
something good, and as many people as possible should take their respon-
sibility, even if this costs valuable spare time (statement 12). Only the
collective eﬀort will lead to high levels of safety. In other words, according
to these co-producers, only a strong collaboration between police and
inhabitants (normative belief in the value of co-production) can lead to a
safer neighbourhood (rational incentive).
Neighbourhood watches in the Netherlands
The analysis of citizens’ engagement in Dutch neighbourhood watches
speciﬁes three groups of citizen co-producers, which we label the normative
partners, the pragmatic collaborators and the rationalisers.
Normative partners are convinced that their investments are in the inter-
est of society at large: ‘you do not do this for yourself’ (statement 1). Persons
share part of the responsibility for security of their own living environment
(statement 16), and through their engagement in BPTs, they help protect
the common interest (statement 28). Normative partners do not overesti-
mate their eﬀorts; it is just about social control and simply walking around
brings many results (statement 30). Excitement is also valued less compared
to the other groups of co-production. Partnerships with the police are
important since you cannot do it alone (statement 8) and are positively
evaluated (statement 5). Yet, normative partners also emphasise that they
should not try to take over police’s tasks (statement 35).
Pragmatic collaborators share many viewpoints with normative partners,
for example, their concern for the common interest and feelings of moral
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obligation to share responsibility rather than self-interest. Pragmatic colla-
borators, however, create less of an idealised picture. The necessity of
collaboration is somewhat less stressed, and their view on the relation
with policemen is more critical. They ﬁnd professional feedback of higher
importance (statement 25) yet are much more critical of the feedback they
actually receive from the police (statement 5). Pragmatic collaborators’ focus
is more on collaboration within the BPT (statement 32), thereby emphasising
a separate position from the police. That one might fear for one’s own
security because of taking part in the neighbourhood watch scheme is
highly criticised (statement 38); although compared to normative partners,
the pragmatic collaborators are more convinced that if you are afraid to take
part, you should better not join the local neighbourhood watch (state-
ment 6).
Rationalisers are less driven by a normative civic duty and more by the
results of their engagement in the BPT: they notice that their activities –
however basic, such as simply walking around – lead to positive results
(statements 26 and 30). Nevertheless, the rationalisers stay humble about
the actual impact; what they do is not as extensive as upbringing the local
youth (statement 3) and contrarily to the former groups, social control is not
perceived as a central task (statement 12). Also, rationalisers seem less
committed with safety. They are convinced that if they would not engage
in the neighbourhood watch scheme, they would be doing some kind of
volunteering work anyhow and, even more than in both other perspectives,
they don’t feel that otherwise they would not ﬁnd much better to do in the
evenings (statements 29 and 4). Finally, rationalisers ﬁnd that having skills
(e.g., communication and social skills) is important and feel that they learn
from taking part in the BPT (statements 2, 9 and 45). Actually, personal
development is valued more than the collaboration in itself.
Discussion and conclusion
In the previous section, we presented the diﬀerent groups of co-producers
that could be identiﬁed in the two cases. Here, we discuss these ﬁndings:
Why do citizens co-produce? How do our ﬁndings relate to existing knowl-
edge, and what diﬀerences and similarities exist among both cases? We
ﬁnish by considering the policy implications and providing suggestions for
further research.
Comparison to existing knowledge
Previous literature (e.g., Van Eijk and Steen 2016) identiﬁed several incen-
tives and motivations to co-produce. Our research results are summarised in
Figure 5. The classiﬁcation 0/1 should be understood as a crude assessment
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of these incentives and motivations of co-producers found in previous
literature, as recently summarised by Van Eijk & Steen (2016), showing
which theoretical argument can be found in the empirically observed
group of co-producers (1), or not (0). Based on the Figure 5, four general
observations can be made.
First, proﬁles are not unidimensional. Within many of the identiﬁed
proﬁles, diﬀerent rationales for co-production are combined. Self-interest
and community focus coincide sometimes, for example. This suggests that
in many cases, the engagement of people to co-produce is triggered by a
combination of factors. For example, the proﬁle of rationalisers in the Dutch
safety case shows that co-production is triggered by personal attributes,
individual characteristics (in terms of mastered skills) and self-interest simul-
taneously. Similar observations of motivations for co-production that may
be more-dimensional were made in earlier studies. Jakobsen (2013) showed,
via a ﬁeld experiment on language support for immigrant children in
Denmark, that the combination of having suﬃcient resources, being in
need of the service in case, and having time to co-produce is determining
the level of co-production. Meijer (2014, p. 19), in contrasts, argues that
individual or collective interests might be a reason for diﬀerent groups of
people to collaborate with the police.
Second, considering the diﬀerent proﬁles observed over the two cases,
and depending on the case and proﬁle, co-production may be explained by
task-related factors, self-interest and community focus, while individual
characteristics are less observable. In both countries, in almost all proﬁles,
identiﬁed ‘task-related factors’ are considered to be (very) important for co-
production. For example, the rationalisers in Dutch neighbourhood preven-
tion are driven by the results that they expect from co-production, which is
ultimately increased neighbourhood safety. This consideration of external
eﬃcacy seems part of the consideration to co-produce. Within the co-
producer’s perception, the required eﬀorts will be eﬀective and worthwhile
Figure 5. Indication of the presence of theoretical explanations for citizens’ engage-
ment within the two cases.
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to invest. We also discovered diﬀerent proﬁles in which co-production
engagement is explained by a concern for community-related beneﬁts.
Task-bounded altruists in Belgian neighbourhood safety initiatives and nor-
mative partners in Dutch neighbourhood safety are driven by societal
values, namely improving safety beyond self-interest.
Third, we observed proﬁles in which co-production is seen as a way to
acquire own (material or immaterial) personal rewards. A proﬁle that (partly)
stresses personal rewards is, for example, the protective rationalist in neigh-
bourhood safety in Belgium. These respondents aim for personal rewards
deﬁned as personal safety in their direct environment. However, we need to
be careful with seeing this as purely self-centred and rational approaches to
co-production. As a proﬁle like the rationaliser in the Netherlands shows,
explaining why people co-produce, even when driven by self-interest, is
often more nuanced and complex. Learning processes are personal rewards,
but the beneﬁts expand to the community as well.
Fourth, the comparison between countries allows for comparing cases
with similar tasks, in the same policy ﬁeld, but in a diﬀerent country. In the
ﬁeld of neighbourhood watch, we see that almost no diﬀerences exist regard-
ing community focus as an explanation for co-production, but that in the
proﬁles discovered for the Dutch case, the explanations based on self-cen-
teredness are less prominent. Personal attributes (e.g., salience, ease, eﬃcacy)
are somewhat more often and explicitly mentioned in the Dutch case than in
the Belgian case. Still, it is very diﬃcult, as we mentioned above, to discover
the typical proﬁle of volunteers in neighbourhood watches that is valid in a
country, let alone in both countries. Hence, a European proﬁle of co-produ-
cers’motivations is hard to ﬁnd. Compared to the (mainly) American literature
of volunteering in producing safety which points at the interplay between
community feeling and safety concerns, we can ﬁnd some similar European
‘proﬁles’ like the Belgian protective rationalist and the Dutch rationalisers. Our
study, however, shows that there is no such thing as one proﬁle, but that
diﬀerent people may be driven diﬀerently to co-produce safety.
Our (inductive) ﬁndings show that explanations for co-production may
beneﬁt from frameworks that combine insights from diﬀerent perspectives.
Since neighbourhood watch schemes are a classical example of co-produc-
tion, general insights from the co-production literature can be applied. We
are limited, however, in the extent to which we may generalise our insight
derived from the study of co-producing local safety to other types and forms
of co-production. Future research should focus at unravelling what kind of
explanations are valid in what kind of context, with a speciﬁc attention for
micro-level individual attributes, controlled for the kind of task at the meso-
level and the institutional context of policy ﬁeld and perhaps country at the
macro-level. Furthermore, Q-methodology is sensitive to the issues being
addressed (or not) in the very ﬁrst phase of collecting statements. Although
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we have tried to integrate a wide variety of insights collected from diﬀerent
sources, there is always the potential of a bias. This adds to the need for
future research to test the conclusions in other contexts. Due to the meth-
odology we use, we cannot make valid statements about how individual
characteristics may explain the co-productive eﬀort. We discovered some
ideas about the (potential) eﬀect of individual attributes on the proﬁles, for
example, the level of capacities needed for co-producers to be able to
engage in the co-production process in the way they want. Future research
should take these shortcomings into account, for example, by collecting
quantitative data in a large population in order to study the relationship
between individual characteristics (age, gender, socio-economic status,
social connectedness of people etc.) and people’s willingness to co-produce;
or by using qualitative methods to collect data and evidence about how
citizens who diﬀer in terms of individual characteristics perceive co-produc-
tion to be easy/accessible, trustworthy or eﬀective (from which their will-
ingness to co-produce may stem).
Conclusion and policy relevance
This study increases our understanding of why citizens are triggered to co-
produce. These are important insights for governments, especially at the local
level, that want to encourage citizens to co-produce. Given the internationally
observed trend of increased citizen participation, the growing emphasis on
citizens’ own responsibilities and the simultaneously expressed concerns about
citizens’willingness to participate (cf. WRR 2012), gaining insight in thesematters
is important. (Local) governments that expect citizens to do part of the job
previously done by professional organisations alone (e.g., as a result of deliberate
governmental retreat from public service delivery) must be aware of the incen-
tives people have to co-produce public services. Taking into account that citizens
may have diﬀerent incentives, one should for example be careful with introdu-
cing the ‘compulsory’ element. When co-producers do not feel well-understood,
this can create negative views against the co-producing organisation and so be a
threat to the interaction between co-producer and professional (Williams et al.
2016). People who co-produce from a normative perspective (like the Dutch
normative partners or the Belgian task-bounded altruists) do not need to be
obliged to take up societal responsibilities they consider as ‘normal’ and may be
oﬀended by such compulsory policies. Rather, these co-producers desire a policy
framework that is supportive and facilitating for taking up co-producing tasks.
These groups of co-producers may also expect feedback, while a framework
making co-production ‘compulsory’may be perceived as a framework that wants
to ‘sanction’. In sum, careful design of co-production policies – including com-
munication – that takes diversity in incentives among citizens into account is
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necessary, if co-production is to be an eﬀective supplement to professional
public service delivery.
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